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ABSTRACT
This study presents an in-depth inquiry into teachers’ beliefs about a 
language awareness approach to secondary school foreign language 
education. The study aims to deepen our insight into (the differences 
in) teachers’ beliefs about language awareness and facilitate the discus-
sion about including language awareness in foreign language curricula. 
Ten EFL teachers were interviewed about their beliefs about language 
awareness. Analysis of the interviews revealed that teachers do not have 
a shared understanding of the concept of language awareness as 
related to the five domains of language awareness set out. Furthermore, 
several beliefs could be characterised as conflicting. These conflicts were 
found in the context of student learning, teacher collaboration, the 
curriculum and the link with other languages. The results suggest a 
number of challenges that need to be addressed when including lan-
guage awareness in foreign language education. These challenges 
could serve as a point of departure for a dialogue with and between 
teachers. Furthermore, they could support teachers to find out how 
language awareness fits best within the existing EFL curricula.
Introduction
The current demand for more challenging, creative, and future-oriented language education 
calls for a more holistic view on language teaching and learning. A holistic view on language 
education should take into account linguistic, sociocultural and personal aspects (Bell, 2003) 
and pay attention to ‘real-life language using situations where listening, speaking, reading 
and writing interact and intertwine’ (Harjanne & Tella, 2008, p. 59).
Language awareness (LA), defined as ‘explicit knowledge about language, and conscious 
perception and sensitivity in language learning, language teaching and language use’ 
(Association for Language Awareness, n.d.), fits within this holistic view on language teaching 
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and learning. LA aims to complement language learning by learning about language (Hawkins, 
1984), it promotes linguistic reflection (Denham & Lobeck, 2014) and it stimulates the use of 
higher-order and creative thinking skills (Waters, 2006).
In learners, according to Bolitho et al. (2003), LA develops ‘through paying motivated 
attention to language in use, and […] enables language learners to gradually gain insight 
into how languages work’ (p. 251). In teachers, LA is ‘the knowledge that teachers have of 
the underlying systems of the language that enables them to teach effectively’ (Thornbury, 
1997, p. x). It includes language proficiency as well as knowledge about language. LA, then, 
forms the bridge between language proficiency and knowledge about language. The foreign 
language teacher needs to be able to reflect on both aspects and to mediate subject matter 
knowledge through the foreign language (Andrews, 2007). In other words, teachers need 
to be able to shift from (academic) knowledge about language to the everyday classroom 
discourse, which can still be considered a challenge (Wright, 2002).
Research into LA has addressed a wide range of topics, ranging from language skills to 
collaborative learning to teacher strategies (Svalberg, 2015). This variety of topics mirrors 
the multi-faceted and versatile nature of LA and is also reflected in its definition. While this 
versatility may open up many possibilities for including LA in foreign language education, 
concrete ideas about what to do in teaching practices are not always available.
In their book Language Awareness in the Classroom, James and Garrett (2013) distinguish 
five domains of LA: (1) the cognitive domain, focusing on language as a system, (2) the 
performance domain, focusing on language command, (3) the affective domain, focusing 
on personal relevance, (4) the social domain, focusing on social harmonisation and (5) the 
power domain, focusing on the influence of language. While these domains outline the 
scope of LA, the extent to which teachers share similar beliefs when thinking about LA, how 
teachers’ beliefs about LA fit in with these domains, and how LA can be included within 
(existing) language curricula remains unclear. The goal of the present study is therefore to 
explore these issues in order to gain a better understanding of the (potential) place of LA in 
the foreign language classroom.
Language awareness in the curriculum
LA has already made its way into the national language curricula in some countries. In 
Australia, for example, the new Australian Curriculum for (foreign) languages (ACARA, 2016) 
has afforded knowledge about language and language awareness a central place in the 
curriculum. The key elements in the L2 curriculum include reflection on and analysis of 
the language to be learnt and the language(s) already known, building understanding of 
the way languages work and ‘noticing, questioning and developing awareness of how lan-
guages and cultures shape experiences and identity’ (ACARA, 2016, para. 1).
The Finnish national core curriculum for upper-secondary school (FNBE, 2015) has 
included LA, with a primary focus on multilingualism, culture and identity, as key elements 
in L1 and L2 education. These examples show that there are multiple ways to embed LA in 
(foreign) language curricula.
In the Netherlands, curriculum reforms in language education, as well as in a larger edu-
cational perspective, have attracted renewed attention (Platform Onderwijs2032, 2016). The 
Dutch Ministry of Education, Culture and Science recently initiated a debate about the 
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development of a future-oriented curriculum. The current curriculum, which has been in 
place since 2006, is too comprehensive and provides little guidance for student learning 
(Rijksoverheid, 2016). Additionally, the current communicative language teaching (CLT) 
approach (Richards & Rodgers, 2014) devotes much attention to the development of the 
four language skills, but considerably less to students’ language learning process, and the 
analytical and (cross-)linguistic aspects of languages. Along with the curriculum reform 
debate, the role of LA has recently also attracted considerable interest (Tammenga-Helmantel 
& Le Bruyn, 2016), especially in the context of secondary education. In order to support the 
inclusion of an LA approach, however, it is essential to involve teachers, to find out their 
beliefs about LA, and to identify what they need in order to successfully include LA in their 
daily teaching practices and the wider curriculum.
Teachers’ beliefs
The success of curriculum innovations largely depends on teachers’ beliefs about a particular 
topic. LA appears to be a broad field ‘allow[ing] for considerable flexibility’ (James & Garrett, 
2013, p. 4) and covering a wide range of topics (Svalberg, 2015). This is why it is not only 
important to explore what teachers know and believe in relation to the topic of LA, but also 
find out how their beliefs might affect the inclusion of LA in foreign language education. To 
our knowledge, only a few studies have addressed teachers’ beliefs in relation to LA, but 
these studies examined beliefs with a narrower focus, such as grammar (Watson, 2015) and 
intercultural competence (Young & Sachdev, 2011), rather than beliefs about LA as an 
approach. In a broader perspective, studies on teachers’ beliefs have also reflected on edu-
cational values (Lewis & McCook, 2002) and difficulties with CLT as a curriculum innovation 
(Li, 1998). An in-depth analysis of teachers’ beliefs about LA as a concept, however, has not 
yet been carried out.
Research has shown that the construct of teachers’ beliefs is broad (Pajares, 1992) and that 
definitions of beliefs vary considerably (Basturkmen, 2012). In the context of language educa-
tion, teachers’ beliefs are often described as a proposition held by a teacher which is true for 
that particular teacher, while s/he also recognises that alternative beliefs may be held by other 
teachers (Borg, 2001). In this study, we will follow Skott (2014), who describes beliefs as (1) 
referring to ideas which are considered to be subjectively true for a particular individual, (2) 
having cognitive and affective dimensions, (3) being stable and only likely to change because 
of relevant experiences, and (4) influencing teachers’ engagement with practice.
Another reason why it is particularly important to identify teachers’ beliefs in relation to 
the topic of LA is that teachers’ beliefs might be difficult to change (Pajares, 1992; Tsui, 2003). 
Recognising those beliefs that require extra attention might help to successfully include this 
approach in foreign language education. With different teachers possibly holding different 
beliefs, it is useful to understand if and if so, how these beliefs differ. Teachers’ beliefs are 
therefore central to this study to help indicate the possible challenges related to the inclusion 
of LA in teaching practices.
Research questions and aims
Our first research question is as follows:
(1) How can teachers’ beliefs about LA be characterised?
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To answer the first question, we will use the five domains of LA (James & Garrett, 2013) 
as a starting point. Our second research question concerns differences in teachers’ beliefs:
(2)  What differences can be observed in teachers’ beliefs about LA and how can these 
differences be characterised?
Recent LA-related research has mainly been carried out in university contexts (Svalberg, 
2015), and most research has been conducted outside the Netherlands. This paper aims a) 
to gain a better understanding of teachers’ beliefs about LA in the context of Dutch upper-sec-
ondary EFL education and b) to identify differences in teachers’ beliefs about LA and formu-
late a number of challenges related to these different beliefs. Building on these challenges, 
this article also aims to facilitate the discussion about including LA in foreign language 
curricula.
Methodology
A qualitative, exploratory, multiple-case study approach was adopted, on the one hand, 
to collect multiple perspectives on the topic under investigation (Creswell & Poth, 2018) 
and, on the other, to capture the complexity of teachers’ beliefs (Miles, Huberman, & 
Saldaña, 2013). Post-lesson observation interviews were used for data collection. A cod-
ing scheme was developed to analyse the interviews. Finally, the various cases were 
compared in order to explore differences and similarities in teachers’ beliefs (Miles 
et al., 2013).
School context
This study was conducted in the context of pre-university secondary education in the 
Netherlands. Pre-university secondary education is a six-year course: the first three years 
comprise lower-secondary and the final three years upper-secondary education. This study 
focused on upper-secondary education with students 16–18 years of age. Students in the 
upper-secondary years are prepared for their future studies at university. Teachers in the 
upper-secondary years must possess a master’s degree in secondary education.
Participants
Following Merriam and Tisdell (2015), we purposely selected teachers interested in LA in 
order to identify as many factors as possible associated with the concept. Additionally, we 
used the following criteria: participants (1) were in-service teachers of English as a foreign 
language (EFL), (2) possessed a master’s degree in EFL teaching and (3) had a minimum of 
three years of teaching experience. Participants were selected through the network of the 
teacher training institute and the first author’s personal network. An informative e-mail was 
sent to numerous schools and teachers. Out of 18 teachers who had declared their interest 
and consented to participate, ten teachers from ten different schools were selected, taking 
into account gender, age and teaching experience. The teachers selected were between 29 
and 64 years old and had between 7 and 40 years of teaching experience. For a detailed 
overview of teacher characteristics, see Appendix A.
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Instruments and procedures
Data were collected through a semi-structured interview that built on class observation. Each 
teacher was observed teaching one EFL class in order to gain a better understanding of their 
teaching and to create a point of reference during the interview. Notes on LA-related occur-
rences or opportunities taking place in the classroom were reported during each observation 
and, if applicable, were referred to during the interview, for example to encourage teachers to 
elaborate more on what they find important or to stimulate teachers to further explain a 
particular coursebook exercise. The interview followed directly or shortly after the class. All 
interviews lasted approximately one hour. Each interview was audio-recorded and transcribed.
Five open-ended questions and a number of follow-up indicators formed the main body 
of the interview protocol. The protocol was designed based on previous literature on LA and 
the gaps identified in that literature. For example, the way teachers think about LA in relation 
to their classroom practice and what they consider as possibilities or challenges when it 
comes to including LA in their daily teaching practices were not sufficiently addressed in 
earlier work. The protocol was piloted with seven secondary school foreign language teach-
ers and two teacher trainers and adjusted where necessary, for example by changing the 
order of the questions. Teachers were asked to reflect on the concept of LA in relation to 
their teaching practices. The five main questions were as follows: (1) Could you give an 
example of what language awareness means to you in the context of upper-secondary EFL 
education? (2) How do you visualise language awareness in your own teaching practices? 
(3) Which examples of language awareness do you recognise in your own teaching practices? 
(4) If you were to include language awareness in your teaching practices, which difficulties 
would you expect? And (5) In what ways could language awareness contribute to innovation 
in EFL? See Appendix B for the full interview protocol.
Data analysis
Interviews were transcribed and analysed using Atlas.ti (version 7.5.16). In order to analyse 
the interview data, the five domains of LA (James & Garrett, 2013) as well as existing frame-
works on teacher beliefs were used as the point of departure.
In the first phase of analysis, a coding scheme was developed integrating the five domains 
of LA with categorisations found in three qualitative language education studies: a schematic 
conceptualisation of language teacher cognition (Borg, 2003), an overview of key influences 
on teacher language awareness (Andrews, 2007) and a categorisation of teachers’ practical 
knowledge (Meijer, Verloop, & Beijaard, 1999).
In the second phase, the process of coding scheme development as well as the meaning 
of the codes were thoroughly discussed with the second author1 in order to reach a shared 
conception. Furthermore, the coding scheme was used to code two contrastive interviews. 
Any coding ambiguities were clarified through discussion and, where necessary, codes were 
removed, merged or new codes were added. After all ambiguities were resolved, a refined 
coding scheme with five main categories and 15 codes was developed. A summarised coding 
scheme can be found in Table 1 (see Appendix C for the full coding scheme).
In the third phase, the coding scheme was used by the first and second author to code 
approximately 10% of the transcripts individually. For this purpose, one transcript was randomly 
selected. Given that the semi-structured interviews often yielded complex responses, meaning 
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Table 1. Coding scheme consisting of five main categories with accompanying subcodes.
Main categories accompanying subcodes
1. subject matter  
Teacher’s description of language awareness (La) or 
La-related skills and possible link between La and other 
language competencies (= knowledge, skills, attitude)
1.1 La description, subdivided into five domains of La:
• Cognitive domain
• Performance domain
• affective domain
• social domain
• Power domain
1.2 Link with other eFL domains
2. Curricular programme  
Teacher’s beliefs about and interpretation of the eFL 
curriculum, including course materials and team 
agreements
2.1 Course materials
2.2 Curriculum
2.3 Team
2.4 Link with other language subjects
3. student learning  
Teacher’s beliefs about students and student learning in the 
eFL context
3.1 student competencies
3.2 Individual differences
3.3 Motivation
4. Instructional technique  
Teacher’s beliefs about chosen strategy, preparation and 
structure of lessons or class activities with a focus on 
La(-aspects)
4.1 Instructional strategy
4.2 Feedback
4.3 assessment
5. educational context  
Teacher’s beliefs about influential factors at classroom, 
teacher, school level
5.1 school support
5.2 Time
5.3 Teacher collaboration
units rather than individual phrases were used as the units of analysis (Campbell, Quincy, 
Osserman, & Pedersen, 2013). Meaning units were demarcated as such by the first author and 
subsequently coded by both the first and the second author using the coding scheme.
In the fourth phase, codings from both researchers were compared in order to calculate 
the interrater reliability. Cohen’s (1960) kappa is one of the most commonly used methods 
to assess interrater reliability. Cohen’s kappa was calculated as κ = .89, which is considered 
a strong agreement (McHugh, 2012). Any coding discrepancies were reconciled through 
discussion in which both researchers shared their views on the code assignment. Then, the 
remaining set of transcripts was coded by the first author.
In the final phase, a data matrix was created in order to organise teachers’ beliefs per code 
and perform a cross-case analysis (Miles et al., 2013). In order to answer the first research 
question, we focused on the code ‘LA description’, which is subdivided according to the five 
domains of LA (James & Garrett, 2013). All teacher utterances labelled with this code were 
extracted from the coding scheme and compared and analysed in order to characterise 
teachers’ beliefs about LA. In order to answer the second research question, the full list of 
categories and codes was analysed to uncover similarities and differences in teachers’ beliefs. 
Analysis of the codes yielded insight into the variety of beliefs present across teachers. 
Furthermore, some of these codes yielded potentially conflicting beliefs across teachers. In 
order to better understand the differences, we selected four codes (‘link with other lan-
guages’, ‘teacher collaboration’, ‘curriculum’ and ‘student competencies’) for further analysis. 
Comparison of these codes yielded potentially conflicting beliefs, as opposed to the remain-
ing codes, which, by and large, yielded fewer disagreements. Interestingly, some beliefs 
could be characterised as possibilities for LA, whereas others could be characterised as 
difficulties. We primarily looked at the differences in beliefs between teachers when analysing 
the data; however, in some cases we also found differences in beliefs within teachers for the 
same code (e.g. link with other languages).
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Results
Teachers’ beliefs about LA
Teachers hold a wide range of beliefs about LA. In the following section we will use interview 
quotes2 to describe the beliefs held by teachers about LA in relation to their everyday teach-
ing practices. Some domains, for example the cognitive domain, were referred to repeatedly 
and by all teachers, whereas other domains, for example the power domain, were only 
referred to once and only by a few teachers. The majority of teachers’ beliefs about LA could 
be characterised as falling within the cognitive domain, and all individual teachers made 
reference to the cognitive domain when elaborating on their beliefs about LA. References 
to grammatical aspects, gaining insight into language as a system, and understanding the 
structure of the language to be learnt were evaluated as beliefs fitting within the cognitive 
domain. The following quote by TEA8 is an example of a belief characterised as fitting within 
the cognitive domain:
TEA8:   Yes, the consciousness we talked about before, [students’] realisation that lan-
guage is a system, a structure with rules and building blocks that you use in a 
certain way. Like the way you use bricks to build a house. And so, ehm, that a 
verb is not the same as a noun or an adjective.
In addition to cognitive reflection, many beliefs were related to the performance domain. 
Reading and writing were frequently mentioned skills in relation to LA, with writing being 
part of TEA5’s belief about LA:
INT:    What does LA mean to you?
TEA5:   Being able to use language, real-life situations. […] Knowing how to be com-
prehensible, produce a decent piece of text, but then on a slightly higher level 
than the typical ‘Dunglish’3.
Teachers’ LA beliefs fitting in with the social, affective or power domain were less prom-
inent. It appeared from the results that sociocultural matters were less often associated with 
language awareness. Beliefs fitting the social domain were brought up once or twice by half 
of the teachers and highlighted multilingualism, multiculturalism and immigration. TEA5 
explained: ‘The language you speak influences your thinking and influences your behaviour, 
so then the whole cultural aspect follows as well’. Descriptions of LA fitting within the affec-
tive domain were brought up by five teachers and referred mostly to students’ everyday life, 
curiosity and motivation. TEA6 ties in the social with the affective domain by relating LA to 
students’ lifeworld and in doing so, aiming to motivate them:
TEA6:  [LA is] curiosity. And I think they [students] should realise that language is very 
broad, that is what they should realise. Actually, the fact that language plays a 
role in all school subjects and in all aspects in life. And for me it would be really 
nice if they develop a certain curiosity towards languages.
The power domain was only referred to by two teachers. Both teachers included the 
aspect of critical thinking when they illustrated their beliefs and both teachers linked it to 
other aspects of EFL teaching. TEA7 explained how critical thinking about language goes 
hand in hand with the use of literature and the transfer to daily life:
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TEA7:   Look at 1984 by George Orwell, it is all about the power of language and the 
way language works, and hey it is a weapon of power, right. In some dictator-
ships, words or even languages are forbidden, the words that you can use or 
cannot use, it is a political game. How does that work? I try to make students 
aware of that, but it takes a lot of practice before they notice […] How can I make 
them think about language, well, I try to let them think critically, that they do 
not just swallow it, believe anything […] And how is it different nowadays? Big 
brother is watching you.
Besides elaborating on their beliefs about LA, two teachers also expressed their doubts 
about the suitability of this approach in the EFL classroom. Two teachers, who both viewed 
LA as inherently cognitive, explained that they do not find it necessary to make the implicit 
explicit if students subconsciously apply the rules correctly. However, the acquisition of other 
aspects, as explained by TEA1, might benefit from such an approach:
TEA1:  In general our students are linguistically very competent, so when it comes to 
LA, I would say it is more about the function of language, and also stylistic, the 
way you use language, the impression you leave in written and spoken words. 
[…] But whether I use this in my teaching depends. Many of the students [sub-
consciously] know it [the rules] already and then I am not sure whether you 
should also explicitly address this.
Overall, then, teachers’ interpretations of LA resulted in a wide variety of beliefs about 
LA. The examples revealed that teachers pay attention to students’ thinking about language 
and that they do so in a diverse and varied manner. The cognitive and performance domains 
of LA were most prominently reflected in teachers’ beliefs. The affective, social and power 
domain were referred to less often. In the next section we will discuss differences observed 
in teachers’ beliefs about LA.
Conflicting beliefs about LA
The four codes ‘link with other languages’, ‘teacher collaboration’, ‘curriculum’ and ‘student 
competencies’ revealed different teacher beliefs. Moreover, the differences observed within 
these codes could be considered as conflicting beliefs between teachers. In the following 
section, we will illustrate these differences by using teachers’ own quotes.
1. Beliefs about the link with other languages: Help vs. hinder
The link between English (L2), Dutch (L1) and/or other (foreign) languages (Lx) was raised 
multiple times. A distinction could be made between L1 and L2, and L2 and Lx and the results 
indicated that teachers seemed to struggle whether or not to bring up the link between L1 
and L2 and/or L2 and Lx. Teachers who referred to the link between L1 and L2 most often did 
so in the context of reading, vocabulary and grammar. Some teachers chose to explicitly 
address the similarities and differences between these languages. TEA9 explained how he 
discussed the similarities and differences in order to stimulate students’ awareness of grammar:
TEA9:  [I emphasise] the links as well as the non-links. Students very much lean on their 
knowledge of Dutch. And the transfer they make, the incorrect transfer from 
Dutch to English, that is what I see a lot. And then I will show them how, for 
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example, here is a Dutch word order instead of an English word order, why is that 
incorrect, what do you think?
Not all teachers were convinced of the possible cross-linguistic benefits. TEA2 explicitly 
pointed out that she eliminated the L1 as much as possible from her lessons. She explained 
the following when she discussed students’ difficulties with the passive voice in English:
TEA2:   That [basic grammar knowledge] belongs to Dutch of course and if they [stu-
dents] do not learn it properly there, then I can invest a lot of time in it, but I do 
not teach Dutch, I teach English. And I have the feeling that I have to deal with 
Dutch often, very often, while I actually think it should not be an issue in the 
English class. They should not translate, but think in English.
Interestingly though, TEA2 regularly compared the L2 with other foreign languages. 
Especially in the context of reading and vocabulary, she often paused at or pointed out those 
words that she thought could benefit students’ learning process:
TEA2:   For example the word ‘xenophobia’. Then I ask them ‘who is taking lessons in 
Greek?’. Many students raise their hands and then I ask them, okay, tell me. And 
then first they give me a glazed look. So I say ‘xenos, what does that mean?’, [and 
they say] ‘yeah, stranger’. So you can derive it […] But they do not establish that 
link themselves, I always point it out.
In sum, the interview examples revealed that teachers do not always agree about the role 
of prior language knowledge in their classroom, whether it is about the L1 or other foreign 
languages taught in school. Some teachers tried to make use of prior language knowledge 
wherever possible, whereas other teachers completely ignored it or preferred to only use 
other foreign languages and disregard the first language. Conflicting beliefs were mostly 
found between teachers, but some teachers themselves held conflicting beliefs about the 
role of the L1 as opposed to the role of foreign languages in the EFL classroom as well.
2. Beliefs about teacher collaboration: Success vs. failure
Teacher collaboration was often seen as relevant in the context of LA, yet was perceived 
as a difficulty by many teachers. Some teachers described examples of how they had started 
some form of teacher collaboration with other language teachers in their school. They did 
so, because they intended to ‘bring the languages together’ (TEA7) and believed it would 
stimulate students’ language learning when the (foreign) language curricula were better 
aligned. Unfortunately, none of the attempts described by these teachers had lasted long-
term. TEA8 explained that she ‘had tried to collaborate [with other foreign language col-
leagues], but it never really got off the ground’. They had not succeeded in establishing a 
durable subject-matter dialogue with other foreign language teachers in her school because 
it transpired that they all had different goals. She added that now the L2 teachers sometimes 
discuss grammatical aspects with L1 teachers in order to align L1 and L2 grammar, for 
example when analysing sentence structures, so that ‘their [L1] programme connects with 
our [L2] programme’. However, she also commented that ‘in practice it actually never 
works out’.
Other teachers emphasised how they particularly valued collaboration with colleagues. 
TEA6 said that she did not have many opportunities to work together with other EFL teachers. 
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However, she gave examples of collaboration with the L1 teacher as well as other foreign 
language teachers. She said: ‘I work together with other languages a lot, not necessarily in 
terms of subject-matter content, but we do exchange ideas. Writing an application letter is 
the same in like German, so we use the same formats’. And about her collaboration with an 
L1 teacher she said:
TEA6:   We have discussed things over coffee break, we have some tricks, some things 
we do. For example, in Dutch we now say ‘het huis is gebouwd’ [the house is 
built]. We used to say ‘het huis is gebouwd geworden’ [the house is built been]. 
That comparison is easier to make if you want to relate it to the English ‘the house 
has been built’.
In sum, many teachers have participated or still participate in some sort of teacher col-
laboration within their schools. However, the way they experience this collaboration differs 
greatly. The answers revealed a conflict in teacher collaboration between, on the one hand, 
the connection with daily practice and, on the other, the extent to which content is discussed 
in any detail. Teachers who experienced failure in collaboration often did so in situations 
where they tried to align the programmes of different language subjects. In-depth focus on 
and alignment of the content resulted in a reduced connection with daily teaching practice, 
as the various languages did not seamlessly fit in with each other and still evoked their own 
language-specific questions and issues. Teacher collaboration was experienced as successful 
when mutual alignment occurred on a more superficial level, for example when discussing 
less complicated aspects of language on an occasional basis or when discussing the use of 
cross-curricular formats.
3. Beliefs about the curriculum: Boundary vs. creativity
Another aspect that yielded conflicting beliefs across teachers was the EFL curriculum. 
The boundary between curriculum agreements and curricular creativity was perceived as 
complex by many teachers. In the Netherlands, the Ministry of Education, Culture and Science 
decides on the national examination programme and corresponding criteria. Within the 
boundaries of these criteria, schools are free to formulate their own curriculum and exam-
ination agreements for upper-secondary education. Although schools are allowed to decide 
about and fill in the agreements themselves, teachers often said they felt burdened by and 
forced to rely on these agreements. TEA1 elaborated on the tasks he planned to do in his 
next lesson: ‘We will do that [exercise] tomorrow, because the book says so. Never heard of 
it, but anyway, I will do what they ask’. When asked if he could skip the exercise if he did not 
consider it very useful, he answered: ‘No, I cannot skip it, because we have a common exam 
and every class gets the exact same exam based on the same two chapters. So I am supposed 
to prepare students for this’.
At the same time, teachers expressed their wish to have ‘space for more creativity’ (TEA10) 
in their teaching and to not feel the pressure to act on the agreements. TEA3 criticised the 
type of exercises in students’ coursebooks and explained that in order to stimulate students’ 
LA, exercises need to be adapted and allow for more creativity. She explained how she has 
developed many creative lessons, but finds it difficult to fit them into the programme. As 
the format of the coursebook exercises is influenced by the format of the examination pro-
gramme (SLO, 2009) she felt compelled to practice those types of exercises in order to prepare 
students for their exams.
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TEA3:   I understand that students should learn and know these words and that they 
can derive different word classes, such as verb, noun and adjective, but I also 
think that these [fill-in-the-gap] are dumb types of exercises, especially when 
the word or the affix is filled in already. Then it is a terribly dry scheme, so yeah. 
If it is in the coursebook I do use these kinds of exercises, but they [students] 
forget it again, I think. Unless, you know, you let them play with it and let them 
create a short story with at least ten of those words, for example. If they really 
have to apply the words, that is when it becomes useful, but these columns and 
schemes, nah, they really forget it again.
TEA5 acknowledged the role of reading in the curriculum. However, she also thought 
that the typical multiple-choice reading exercises were too passive and did not stimulate 
students to really think about the language and the message in the text. Consequently, she 
favoured more creativity in dealing with reading exercises and also put this into practice on 
a regular basis, for example by ‘letting students work in smaller groups, this jigsaw classroom, 
and then they have to discuss the text, for example connections between paragraphs’. She 
also allowed students to summarise the text their own way, ‘so they can use the text in a 
creative way: one group creates a world map with different pieces of paper on it, others 
create a book, those kind of examples, students really dive into the text then’.
To sum up, several teachers perceived LA as something extra on top of the existing 
curriculum. Although they believed LA would be useful and could add more depth to 
the subject matter, they expressed the opinion that they currently did not have sufficient 
time and space for it because of the curricular agreements. Other teachers saw more 
possibilities for LA and considered it a concept that could be intertwined with the exist-
ing curriculum. Those teachers tried to adapt certain exercises in a creative manner with 
the intention of stimulating student engagement and increasing students’ awareness 
of the language skills they practised.
4. Beliefs about student competencies: Classroom vs. real-life
Teachers mostly referred to student competencies in terms of the four language skills. This 
is perhaps unsurprising, given that CLT revolves to a large extent around the development of 
these skills. Most teachers linked LA to one particular language skill they perceived as the most 
important for students to be competent in, for example in order to prepare them for their final 
exam or their future studies at university. In most cases this meant a focus on reading skills. TEA4 
explained why he thinks students’ awareness of language needs to be improved and why he 
thinks reading is the most important skill in that case: ‘That students are better able to read, so 
they can read articles better, read their coursebooks better, but that they also develop a better 
insight in their own language, Dutch, or German or French’.
Other teachers expressed how they wanted students’ competencies to be more connected. 
In school settings the skills are often taught and dealt with separately, whereas in daily life 
these skills are inseparable. According to some teachers, LA could support students to under-
stand the connection between these skills. TEA9, thus, envisaged LA as a more holistic approach 
that could build students’ awareness of the link between the skills. He wanted students to see 
the bigger picture and did not want to ‘give them the idea that they are only practicing exam 
texts’. However, he added that ‘students actually really like that, it gives them something to 
hold on to’, because after all that is the way they will be examined.
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TEA9:   [Important for me is] that students start connecting the various language com-
ponents. That they are not only connecting the different languages, but that 
they are also able to connect the various skills, that they are able to put these 
skills together. I realise that is difficult for them. Even how they can connect 
these skills within one language, so for instance connect their reading skills with 
their writing skills.
Taking the different beliefs into account, teachers seem to be torn between LA as a means 
to directly improve the language skills as taught and examined in school, and LA as a means 
to emphasise the connection between these skills and the use of skills in daily life. Reading 
skills, which make up (sometimes more than) 50% of the final secondary school grade for 
English, were referred to most as the key competence for students to improve. However, read-
ing exercises were often evaluated by teachers as a teaching to the test procedure rather than 
exercises that led to a deeper understanding of the text. As a result, the transfer from course-
book to daily usage appeared to be a difficulty for students, yet it remained unclear for many 
teachers how to best support this transfer and make language relevant to students. Teachers 
who viewed LA as a holistic approach aimed at improving not just one particular skill, but 
rather students’ competencies as a whole. They regularly focused on the connection between 
competencies learned in school and competencies necessary outside school.
Discussion
The aim of the study was to deepen our understanding of LA in the context of upper-sec-
ondary EFL education, to achieve a better insight into teachers’ beliefs about LA and the 
differences within these beliefs, and to facilitate the discussion about the implementation 
of LA in (foreign) language curricula. One finding is that LA is not perceived as a uniform 
concept with a shared understanding among teachers, a concern that was also raised by 
James and Garrett (2013). Another finding is that the cognitive and performance domain 
were most prominently reflected in teachers’ beliefs. The recurring references to these 
domains can probably be explained by taking into consideration the CLT approach and the 
EFL curriculum, in which grammar and the development of the four language skills receive 
much attention. Furthermore, EFL education in the upper-secondary years in the Netherlands 
is predominantly organised around the development of these skills. This way, students are 
prepared for their periodic assessments and final secondary school exam (Fasoglio, de Jong, 
Pennewaard, Trimbos, & Tuin, 2015).
The dominant focus on skills may have lowered the number of references to the social, 
affective and power domains. Even though a trend analysis of language education in the 
Netherlands recently underscored the societal impact of language and the importance of 
reflection on language and language as a crucial element in citizenship education (Fasoglio 
et al., 2015), teachers in this study felt an increasing pressure to prepare students for their 
exams by focussing on skills development. Social, affective and power domain-related 
aspects of language learning were consequently not prioritised and were less often associ-
ated with LA. It should be noted, however, that the scale of this study did not allow us to 
report on any generalisable, quantitative insights into teachers’ beliefs. Further research 
involving larger groups of teachers could possibly elaborate further on the occurrence of 
the five domains in relation to teachers’ beliefs.
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In addition to analysing teachers’ beliefs in relation to the five domains of LA, we analysed 
the differences in teachers’ beliefs about LA. Some of these differences could be characterised 
as conflicting beliefs and were found when teachers discussed the link with other languages, 
teacher collaboration, curriculum and student competencies. Conflicting beliefs may be under-
stood better by setting them side by side and by evaluating the nature of the conflicts 
(Richardson, 1996). For that reason, we evaluated the conflicting beliefs and formulated four 
challenges stemming from these conflicting beliefs that are relevant and important for the 
inclusion of LA in educational practices. When discussing the role of LA in the EFL curriculum, 
these challenges could serve as a point of departure when initiating a dialogue with, for example, 
teachers, schools and teacher trainers. Such a dialogue could support teachers in developing 
a better understanding of their own and other teachers’ beliefs about LA, help teachers and 
schools find out how LA fits best within the existing EFL curricula, and support teacher educators 
in drawing attention to these areas that require extra attention in pre- and in-teacher training.
Conflicting belief 1: Links with other languages
Our study shows that some teachers use the link between languages in order to stimulate 
students’ learning process, whereas others refuse to emphasise the similarities and differ-
ences between languages because they think it will confuse students. Furthermore, the 
results indicate that underlining the cross-linguistic connection between linguistic forms 
seems to occur sporadically, rather than structurally. This suggests that it was seen as more 
relevant by teachers to explain the connection for the progress of the task at hand, rather 
than as the start of an in-depth discussion or better understanding (Ellis, Basturkmen, & 
Loewen, 2002). However, emphasising the common form features could improve perfor-
mance in both languages (Cummins, 2005).
Challenge 1:   How can teachers be made aware of the possibilities of cross-linguistic reflec-
tion, what tools do they need to stimulate this reflection and how can they 
support students to discover these similarities and differences themselves?
Conflicting belief 2: Teacher collaboration
The results indicate that teacher collaboration yields positive associations for some teachers, 
whereas other teachers mostly experience failure in collaborating with colleagues. 
Establishing cross-curricular collaboration was perceived as difficult when teachers aimed 
at equating the content of their subject with other language subjects. Few studies have 
described cross-linguistic teacher collaboration. Gunning, White, and Busque (2016) found 
similar difficulties in teacher collaboration, although at a grade 6-level in a Canadian context, 
and found that difficulties occurred because teachers were unfamiliar with each other’s 
curriculum or the terminology used in another subject. In our study, many examples of 
collaboration provided by teachers fitted within the cognitive domain of LA. As teachers 
experienced difficulties within this domain, the question arises whether collaboration could 
possibly be more successful within another domain of LA, for example the social domain.
Challenge 2:   How can teachers be supported to discover common ground and find suitable 
and feasible topics to collaboratively work on in the context of LA 
development?
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Conflicting belief 3: Curriculum
This study reveals that teachers struggle with various aspects of the curriculum; they are 
either following curriculum requirements and carrying out the associated tasks as agreed 
upon with colleagues, or using the curricular freedom to add more creativity to their teach-
ing. The results suggest that teachers experience a conflict in the space allowed by the 
curriculum and how to fill in that space. The perceived discrepancy between the intended 
and the implemented curriculum (Van den Akker, 2003) seems to account for this conflict 
and the possible role attributed to LA in the curriculum.
Challenge 3:   How can teachers include LA in (existing) language curricula without 
losing focus on the development of the language skills and at the same 
time generate more space for students’ own creativity in language 
learning?
Conflicting belief 4: Student competencies
The results show that conflicting beliefs about student competencies are based, on the one 
hand, on a sole focus on the development of students’ language skills and, on the other 
hand, on finding connections between the skills acquired and used in school and the use 
of language in daily life outside the school context. Students’ competencies are often framed 
in terms of their skills in school. However, many teachers also said that students were capable 
of doing much more if they had the opportunity to look further than the exercises in the 
coursebook, for example by completing assignments outside school that involve talking to 
people. Although the common objectives of CLT are to prepare learners for real-life com-
munication, with skills often being intertwined (Richards, 2006), teachers did not mention 
this when discussing students’ competencies.
Challenge 4:  How can LA maintain the balance between language skills acquired and 
used in the classroom and language skills necessary and relevant in daily life, 
and what do we want students to be able to do, know or learn in the EFL 
classroom?
Conclusion
Overall, this study shows that LA is a complex and multi-facetted concept. Teachers have 
described the concept extensively, yet no shared understanding of its meaning exists among 
the Dutch secondary school teachers in our study. Nonetheless, discussing the topic during 
the interview led to new insights for many teachers, which seems a first step in raising 
teachers’ awareness of the possibilities of LA in the EFL classroom.
Furthermore, this study indicates that LA is not a one-size-fits-all approach. We would argue 
that in order to make LA workable in EFL education, the approach requires closer inspection 
by and with teachers. It is important to realise that teachers may hold a wide variety of beliefs 
about LA, based on their own experiences and classroom practices. Hence, mapping teachers’ 
beliefs about LA is essential to facilitate the practical implementation of such an approach.
This study has shown that when it comes to including LA in EFL education, the follow-
ing aspects require extra attention: the link with other languages, teacher collaboration, 
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curriculum and student competencies. Further studies are necessary to discover how this 
can best be accomplished. Nevertheless, explicating (the differences in) teachers’ beliefs 
provides teachers with a common language to discuss LA and will facilitate the exchange 
of ideas. By collaboratively focusing on the topic, teachers will gain a better insight into 
their beliefs and the role LA could play in their teaching practices.
Notes
 1. Helma Oolbekkink was not involved in this study at the time of data analysis, but is now part of 
the research team.
 2. All interview abstracts in this paper were translated from Dutch to English by the first author.
 3. Dunglish (a portmanteau of Dutch and English) is a term used for typical mistakes native 
speakers of Dutch make when speaking English.
 4. Part A of the interview protocol was meant as a) an introduction to the main interview to make 
the teacher feel at ease being interviewed and b) an opportunity for the teacher to mention 
what s/he thought was worth discussing.
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Appendix A
Overview of teacher characteristics
Appendix B
Interview protocol
Part A: Introduction to the interview and evaluation of classroom observation4
(1)  How do you look back on this lesson? What caught your attention?
– Did you prepare the lesson? And if so, how?
– Did you have a particular goal in mind? Did you reach this?
– What went well? What disappointed? Why?
– What went different than expected? Why?
– What would you have done differently? Why?
(2)  Was this lesson a good example of how a typical lesson progresses or was it different 
because I was present?
(3)  Referring to classroom example: Do you do these type of exercises on a regular basis? 
Why (not)?
Part B: Reflecting on LA in EFL education
(4) Could you give an example of what language awareness means to you in the context of 
upper-secondary EFL education?
– For example, when you think about the language skills (reading, writing, listening, 
speaking) or other aspects in education where language awareness could play a role?
Part C: Reflecting on LA example or opportunity in the classroom
(5) How do you visualise language awareness in your own teaching practices? Which exam-
ples of language awareness do you recognise in your own teaching practices?
– For example, when you think about: your class, your students, yourself as an EFL 
teacher, your school, your colleagues, the curriculum.
Part D. Including LA in EFL teaching practices
(6) If you were to include language awareness in your teaching practices, which difficulties/
possibilities would you expect?
– For example, when you think about: your class, your students, yourself as an EFL 
teacher, your school, your colleagues, the curriculum.
– What would you need if you were to include such an approach in your teaching 
practices?
Teacher gender age (in years) Teaching experience (in years)
1 M 63 40
2 F 56 19
3 F 29 3
4 M 56 28
5 F 43 8
6 F 29 7
7 M 58 33
8 F 58 34
9 M 45 19
10 F 40 18
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Part E. LA as innovative aspect in EFL education
(7) In what ways could language awareness contribute to innovation in EFL?
– For example, when you think about: your class, your students, yourself as an EFL 
teacher, your school, your colleagues, the curriculum, the transition from secondary 
school to university.
– Do you think LA could be of added value for EFL education? Why (not)?
Part F. End of the interview
– Now we have discussed all the questions, is there anything you would like to add? 
For example discuss something we have not discussed yet or elaborate more on a 
certain question?
– What did you think of the interview? Did it set you thinking?
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, 2
01
3)
‘[L
a 
is]
 c
ur
io
sit
y. 
an
d 
I t
hi
nk
 th
ey
 [s
tu
de
nt
s]
 sh
ou
ld
 
re
al
ise
 th
at
 la
ng
ua
ge
 is
 v
er
y 
br
oa
d,
 th
at
 is
 w
ha
t t
he
y 
sh
ou
ld
 re
al
ise
. a
ct
ua
lly
, t
he
 fa
ct
 th
at
 la
ng
ua
ge
 p
la
ys
 
a 
ro
le
 in
 a
ll 
sc
ho
ol
 su
bj
ec
ts
 a
nd
 in
 a
ll 
as
pe
ct
s i
n 
lif
e.
 
an
d 
fo
r m
e 
it 
w
ou
ld
 b
e 
re
al
ly
 n
ic
e 
if 
th
ey
 d
ev
el
op
 a
 
ce
rt
ai
n 
cu
rio
sit
y 
to
w
ar
ds
 la
ng
ua
ge
s’ 
(T
hi
s i
nt
er
vi
ew
 
ex
am
pl
e 
w
as
 co
de
d 
as
 a
ffe
ct
iv
e 
as
 w
el
l a
s s
oc
ia
l).
1.
2 
Li
nk
 w
ith
 o
th
er
 e
FL
 d
om
ai
ns
Te
ac
he
r’s
 b
el
ie
fs
 a
bo
ut
 th
e 
co
nn
ec
tio
n 
be
tw
ee
n 
La
 a
nd
 o
th
er
 d
om
ai
ns
 
w
ith
in
 th
e 
eF
L 
cu
rr
ic
ul
um
‘T
he
 n
ic
e 
pa
rt
 a
bo
ut
 te
ac
hi
ng
 e
ng
lis
h 
I t
hi
nk
, i
s t
ha
t 
lit
er
at
ur
e 
is 
al
w
ay
s r
ef
er
re
d 
to
 in
 a
rt
ic
le
s, 
th
er
e 
ar
e 
al
w
ay
s r
ef
er
en
ce
s t
o 
el
em
en
ts
 fr
om
 li
te
ra
tu
re
. T
ak
e 
ne
w
sp
ap
er
 h
ea
dl
in
es
 fo
r e
xa
m
pl
e,
 a
ll 
th
es
e 
w
or
dp
la
ys
. a
nd
 a
ll 
re
fe
re
nc
es
 in
 a
rt
ic
le
s, 
fo
r e
xa
m
pl
e 
fro
m
 li
te
ra
tu
re
, g
en
er
al
 k
no
w
le
dg
e 
or
 k
no
w
le
dg
e 
ab
ou
t t
he
 la
ng
ua
ge
 it
se
lf.
 I 
of
te
n 
po
in
t t
ha
t o
ut
 a
nd
 
as
k ‘
w
hy
 d
oe
s t
he
 a
ut
ho
r d
o 
th
at
’, ‘w
ha
t d
oe
s t
hi
s 
re
fe
re
nc
e 
ha
s t
o 
do
 w
ith
’. I
 th
in
k 
it 
st
im
ul
at
es
 
st
ud
en
ts
 if
 th
ey
 n
ot
ic
e 
it’.
2.
 C
ur
ric
ul
ar
 p
ro
gr
am
m
e 
Te
ac
he
r’s
 b
el
ie
fs
 a
bo
ut
 a
nd
 
in
te
rp
re
ta
tio
n 
of
 th
e 
eF
L 
cu
rr
ic
ul
um
, 
in
cl
ud
in
g 
co
ur
se
 m
at
er
ia
ls 
an
d 
te
am
 
ag
re
em
en
ts
2.
1 
Co
ur
se
 m
at
er
ia
ls
Te
ac
he
r’s
 b
el
ie
fs
 a
bo
ut
 co
ur
se
 m
at
er
ia
ls 
us
ed
 in
 th
e 
eF
L 
cl
as
sr
oo
m
 in
 o
rd
er
 
to
 a
cc
om
pl
ish
 c
ur
ric
ul
ar
 g
oa
ls,
 
in
cl
ud
in
g 
te
ac
he
r’s
 o
pi
ni
on
 a
bo
ut
 
th
e 
m
at
er
ia
ls 
in
 re
la
tio
n 
to
 L
a,
 
su
gg
es
tio
ns
 fo
r p
os
sib
le
 L
a-
re
la
te
d 
co
ur
se
 m
at
er
ia
ls 
an
d 
re
sp
on
sib
ili
ty
 
fo
r t
he
 (r
e)
de
ve
lo
pm
en
t o
f c
ou
rs
e 
m
at
er
ia
ls
‘Y
es
, t
ha
t [
re
fle
ct
io
n]
 is
 v
er
y 
im
po
rt
an
t. 
an
d 
th
e ‘
O
f 
Co
ur
se
’ m
et
ho
d 
is 
no
t t
ha
t g
oo
d,
 b
ut
 I 
lik
e 
it.
 T
he
 o
nl
y 
do
w
ns
id
e 
is,
 st
ud
en
ts
 a
re
 a
fra
id
 to
 le
t g
o 
of
 th
e 
m
et
ho
d.
 e
ve
ry
 u
ni
t i
s t
he
 e
xa
ct
 sa
m
e,
 fi
ve
 le
ss
on
s, 
so
 
an
d 
so
 m
an
y 
w
or
ds
 a
nd
 re
cu
rr
in
g 
gr
am
m
ar
’.
A
p
p
e
n
d
ix
 C
Th
is
 c
o
d
in
g
 s
ch
em
e 
is
 b
u
ilt
 a
ro
u
n
d
 fi
ve
 m
ai
n
 c
at
eg
o
ri
es
 w
h
ic
h
 a
re
 n
u
m
b
er
ed
 1
–5
 in
 t
h
e 
fi
rs
t 
co
lu
m
n
; a
 b
ri
ef
 d
es
cr
ip
ti
o
n
 o
f 
th
e 
m
ai
n
 c
at
eg
o
ri
es
 is
 a
ls
o
 p
ro
vi
d
ed
. T
h
e 
se
co
n
d
 c
o
lu
m
n
 l
is
ts
 t
he
 s
ub
co
de
s 
th
at
 a
cc
om
pa
ny
 e
ac
h 
ca
te
go
ry
. I
n 
th
e 
th
ird
 c
ol
um
n,
 a
 
de
sc
rip
tio
n 
of
 e
ac
h 
su
bc
od
e 
is
 p
ro
vi
de
d.
 In
 th
e 
fo
ur
th
 c
ol
um
n,
 a
n 
ex
am
pl
e 
of
 a
n 
in
te
rv
ie
w
 q
uo
te
 is
 p
ro
vi
de
d 
fo
r e
ac
h 
of
 th
e 
su
bc
od
es
.
LANGUAGE AWARENESS 21
2.
2 
Cu
rr
ic
ul
um
Te
ac
he
r’s
 b
el
ie
fs
 a
bo
ut
 th
e 
(in
te
nd
ed
) 
cu
rr
ic
ul
um
, i
nc
lu
di
ng
 c
ur
ric
ul
um
 
ou
tli
ne
 a
nd
 co
nt
in
ui
ty
, e
xa
m
in
at
io
n,
 
fin
al
 e
xa
m
 a
nd
 te
ac
he
r’s
 
in
te
rp
re
ta
tio
n 
an
d/
or
 
im
pl
em
en
ta
tio
n 
of
 th
e 
in
te
nd
ed
 
cu
rr
ic
ul
um
‘[D
iv
er
tin
g 
fro
m
 th
e 
pr
og
ra
m
m
e]
 is
 im
po
ss
ib
le
. a
s 
op
po
se
d 
to
 th
e 
st
ar
t o
f m
y 
te
ac
hi
ng
 c
ar
ee
r, 
w
e 
no
w
 
ha
ve
 a
 co
m
m
on
 e
xa
m
 a
nd
 e
ve
ry
 c
la
ss
 g
et
s t
he
 e
xa
ct
 
sa
m
e 
ex
am
 b
as
ed
 o
n 
th
e 
sa
m
e 
tw
o 
ch
ap
te
rs
. s
o 
I a
m
 
su
pp
os
ed
 to
 p
re
pa
re
 st
ud
en
ts
 fo
r t
hi
s’.
2.
3 
Te
am
Te
ac
he
r’s
 b
el
ie
fs
 a
bo
ut
 a
gr
ee
m
en
ts
 
w
ith
 e
FL
 co
lle
ag
ue
s w
ith
in
 th
e 
eF
L 
de
pa
rt
m
en
t c
on
ce
rn
in
g 
ac
tiv
iti
es
 
pe
rfo
rm
ed
 a
nd
 m
at
er
ia
ls 
us
ed
 
w
ith
in
 th
e 
eF
L 
cl
as
sr
oo
m
, i
nc
lu
di
ng
 
te
ac
he
r’s
 o
pi
ni
on
 o
n 
th
es
e 
ag
re
em
en
ts
 in
 re
la
tio
n 
to
 
op
po
rt
un
iti
es
? f
or
 L
a
‘I 
w
or
k 
he
re
 fo
r a
bo
ut
 se
ve
n 
ye
ar
s n
ow
 a
nd
 in
 th
e 
pr
e-
un
iv
er
sit
y 
tr
ac
k 
I a
m
 th
e 
on
ly
 e
FL
 te
ac
he
r, 
so
 
ye
ah
, d
isc
us
sin
g 
w
ith
 co
lle
ag
ue
s i
s a
 b
it 
co
m
pl
ic
at
ed
 
th
en
. a
lso
 b
ec
au
se
 I 
re
al
ise
 th
at
 tr
yi
ng
 o
ut
 n
ew
 
th
in
gs
, i
nn
ov
at
iv
e 
ac
tiv
iti
es
, t
ha
t o
fte
n 
de
pe
nd
s o
n 
th
e 
yo
un
ge
r c
ol
le
ag
ue
s, 
an
d 
th
ey
 a
re
 n
ot
 th
er
e 
at
 th
e 
m
om
en
t’.
2.
4 
Li
nk
 w
ith
 o
th
er
 la
ng
ua
ge
 
su
bj
ec
ts
Te
ac
he
r’s
 b
el
ie
fs
 a
bo
ut
 th
e 
lin
k 
be
tw
ee
n 
th
e 
eF
L 
su
bj
ec
t a
nd
 o
th
er
 
(fo
re
ig
n)
 la
ng
ua
ge
 su
bj
ec
ts
 ta
ug
ht
 
in
 sc
ho
ol
, i
nc
lu
di
ng
 te
ac
he
r’s
 
op
in
io
n 
on
 sp
ec
ifi
c 
as
pe
ct
s o
f 
la
ng
ua
ge
 th
at
 co
ul
d 
be
 p
ar
tic
ul
ar
ly
 
us
ef
ul
 w
he
n 
it 
co
m
es
 to
 (r
ai
sin
g 
st
ud
en
ts
’) 
La
‘[T
he
 d
iff
er
en
ce
 b
et
w
ee
n 
D
ut
ch
 a
nd
 e
ng
lis
h]
 a
nd
 th
en
 
es
pe
ci
al
ly
 th
at
 y
ou
 c
an
 p
oi
nt
 o
ut
 w
he
re
 th
in
gs
 g
o 
w
ro
ng
. F
or
 e
xa
m
pl
e 
a 
se
nt
en
ce
 a
s ‘
Ik
 h
eb
 d
ie
 fi
lm
 
gi
st
er
en
 g
ez
ie
n’ 
[I 
sa
w
 th
at
 m
ov
ie
 y
es
te
rd
ay
]. 
If 
yo
u 
le
t t
he
m
 tr
an
sla
te
 th
en
 th
ey
 w
ill
 tr
an
sla
te
 it
 li
te
ra
lly
 
to
 ‘*
I h
av
e 
se
en
 th
at
 m
ov
ie
 y
es
te
rd
ay
’. s
o 
ok
ay
, i
t i
s 
lo
gi
ca
l t
ha
t, 
as
 sp
ea
ke
rs
 o
f D
ut
ch
, w
e 
tr
an
sla
te
 it
 th
at
 
w
ay
 a
nd
 th
at
 st
ud
en
ts
 tr
an
sla
te
 it
 w
or
d 
fo
r w
or
d’.
3.
 s
tu
de
nt
 le
ar
ni
ng
 
Te
ac
he
r’s
 b
el
ie
fs
 a
bo
ut
 st
ud
en
ts
 a
nd
 
st
ud
en
t l
ea
rn
in
g 
in
 th
e 
eF
L 
co
nt
ex
t
3.
1 
st
ud
en
t c
om
pe
te
nc
ie
s
Te
ac
he
r’s
 b
el
ie
fs
 a
bo
ut
 st
ud
en
ts
’ 
co
m
pe
te
nc
ie
s (
kn
ow
le
dg
e,
 sk
ill
s, 
at
tit
ud
es
) r
el
ev
an
t t
o 
an
d 
ne
ce
ss
ar
y 
fo
r (
su
cc
es
s i
n)
 th
e 
su
bj
ec
t o
f e
FL
, 
in
cl
ud
in
g 
di
ffi
cu
lti
es
 e
xp
er
ie
nc
ed
 b
y 
st
ud
en
ts
, c
om
pe
te
nc
ie
s t
ha
t c
ou
ld
 
be
 im
pr
ov
ed
 b
y 
fo
cu
sin
g 
on
 L
a 
an
d 
th
e 
w
ay
 in
 w
hi
ch
 th
es
e 
co
m
pe
te
nc
ie
s c
ou
ld
 b
e 
im
pr
ov
ed
‘w
el
l, 
w
ha
t I
 th
in
k,
 m
an
y 
st
ud
en
ts
 w
ho
 o
bt
ai
n 
ba
d 
gr
ad
es
 in
 e
ng
lis
h 
th
in
k ‘
I f
ai
le
d 
ag
ai
n,
 I 
am
 ju
st
 b
ad
 a
t 
th
is’
, b
ut
 w
ha
t I
 re
al
ise
 w
he
n 
th
ey
 h
av
e 
be
en
 o
n 
ho
lid
ay
s o
r i
n 
co
nt
ac
t w
ith
 fa
m
ily
 m
em
be
rs
 w
ho
 d
o 
no
t s
pe
ak
 D
ut
ch
, t
he
n 
th
ey
 re
al
ise
 th
at
 th
ei
r e
ng
lis
h 
fo
r e
ve
ry
-d
ay
 si
tu
at
io
ns
 is
 a
ct
ua
lly
 q
ui
te
 g
oo
d,
 a
lso
 
be
ca
us
e 
th
en
 th
ey
 d
ar
e 
to
 sp
ea
k,
 th
ey
 h
av
e 
to
’.
3.
2 
In
di
vi
du
al
 d
iff
er
en
ce
s
Te
ac
he
r’s
 b
el
ie
fs
 a
bo
ut
 in
te
r-i
nd
iv
id
ua
l 
st
ud
en
t d
iff
er
en
ce
s, 
in
cl
ud
in
g 
di
ffe
re
nc
es
 o
n 
ed
uc
at
io
na
l l
ev
el
, 
pe
rs
on
al
 le
ve
l a
nd
 le
ar
ni
ng
 (p
ac
e)
 
le
ve
l
‘I 
re
al
ise
 th
at
 so
m
e 
of
 m
y 
st
ud
en
ts
, s
om
e 
w
ea
ke
r 
st
ud
en
ts
, b
ut
 a
lso
 st
ud
en
ts
 w
ith
 a
 m
ig
ra
nt
 
ba
ck
gr
ou
nd
, r
ea
lly
 h
av
e 
di
ffi
cu
lti
es
 […
] p
ar
tic
ul
ar
ly
 
w
ith
 th
e 
st
ru
ct
ur
e,
 re
al
ly
 u
nd
er
st
an
di
ng
 w
ha
t a
 te
xt
 
is 
ab
ou
t. 
It 
is 
no
t j
us
t v
oc
ab
ul
ar
y, 
bu
t r
ea
lly
 st
ru
ct
ur
e 
an
d 
ho
w
 d
o 
yo
u 
de
al
 w
ith
 th
e 
la
ng
ua
ge
 o
f a
 te
xt
’.
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3.
3 
M
ot
iv
at
io
n
Te
ac
he
r’s
 b
el
ie
fs
 a
bo
ut
 a
sp
ec
ts
 th
at
 
m
ot
iv
at
e,
 in
te
re
st
 a
nd
 e
ng
ag
e 
st
ud
en
ts
 w
ith
in
 th
e 
su
bj
ec
t o
f e
FL
, 
in
cl
ud
in
g 
in
tr
in
sic
 a
nd
 e
xt
rin
sic
 
m
ot
iv
at
io
n,
 g
en
er
al
 m
ot
iv
at
io
n 
an
d 
in
te
re
st
, a
nd
 m
ot
iv
at
io
n 
an
d 
in
te
re
st
 
fo
r l
ea
rn
in
g
‘w
ha
t I
 w
ou
ld
 fi
nd
 it
 re
al
ly
 co
ol
, a
nd
 I 
w
ou
ld
 li
ke
 to
 d
o 
th
is 
m
uc
h 
m
or
e,
 is
 to
 m
ak
e 
it 
m
or
e 
re
le
va
nt
, m
ak
e 
it 
a 
ne
ce
ss
ity
 fo
r s
tu
de
nt
s t
o 
us
e 
en
gl
ish
. I
n 
th
e 
cl
as
sr
oo
m
 fo
r e
xa
m
pl
e 
by
 m
ea
ns
 o
f a
n 
“e
sc
ap
e 
ro
om
’ 
in
 w
hi
ch
 th
ey
 h
av
e 
to
 u
se
 e
ng
lis
h 
to
 so
lv
e 
a 
pu
zz
le
 o
r 
so
m
et
hi
ng
, s
o 
th
at
 it
 is
 re
le
va
nt
 a
nd
 n
ot
 ju
st
 ‘it
 is
 a
 
sc
ho
ol
 su
bj
ec
t a
nd
 I 
ju
st
 w
an
t t
o 
do
 th
e 
ba
re
 
m
in
im
um
 to
 p
as
s”
’.
4.
 In
st
ru
ct
io
na
l t
ec
hn
iq
ue
 
Te
ac
he
r’s
 b
el
ie
fs
 a
bo
ut
 c
ho
se
n 
st
ra
te
gy
, 
pr
ep
ar
at
io
n 
an
d 
st
ru
ct
ur
e 
of
 le
ss
on
s 
or
 c
la
ss
 a
ct
iv
iti
es
 w
ith
 a
 fo
cu
s o
n 
La
(-a
sp
ec
ts
)
4.
1 
In
st
ru
ct
io
na
l s
tr
at
eg
y
In
st
ru
ct
io
na
l s
tr
at
eg
y, 
fo
rm
at
 o
r 
te
ac
hi
ng
 a
ct
iv
ity
 d
el
ib
er
at
el
y 
ch
os
en
 b
y 
th
e 
te
ac
he
r p
rio
r t
o 
or
 
du
rin
g 
cl
as
sr
oo
m
 p
ra
ct
ic
e 
w
ith
 th
e 
ai
m
 o
f m
ak
in
g 
st
ud
en
ts
 a
w
ar
e 
of
 
ce
rt
ai
n 
as
pe
ct
s o
f l
an
gu
ag
e 
(le
ar
ni
ng
), 
in
cl
ud
in
g 
ex
am
pl
es
 o
f 
st
ud
en
t i
nv
ol
ve
m
en
t a
nd
 L
a-
ra
isi
ng
 
ac
tiv
iti
es
 fr
om
 te
ac
he
r’s
 o
w
n 
pr
ac
tic
es
‘I 
un
de
rs
ta
nd
 th
at
 st
ud
en
ts
 sh
ou
ld
 le
ar
n 
an
d 
kn
ow
 th
es
e 
w
or
ds
 a
nd
 th
at
 th
ey
 c
an
 d
er
iv
e 
di
ffe
re
nt
 w
or
d 
cl
as
se
s, 
su
ch
 a
s v
er
b,
 n
ou
n 
an
d 
ad
je
ct
iv
e,
 b
ut
 I 
al
so
 
th
in
k 
th
at
 th
es
e 
[fi
ll 
in
 th
e 
ga
p]
 a
re
 d
um
b 
ty
pe
 o
f 
ex
er
ci
se
s, 
es
pe
ci
al
ly
 w
he
n 
th
e 
w
or
d 
or
 th
e 
affi
x 
is 
fil
le
d 
in
 a
lre
ad
y 
[…
] T
he
n 
it 
is 
a 
te
rr
ib
ly
 d
ry
 sc
he
m
e,
 
so
 y
ea
h.
 If
 it
 is
 in
 th
e 
co
ur
se
bo
ok
 I 
do
 u
se
 th
em
, t
he
se
 
ki
nd
 o
f e
xe
rc
ise
s, 
bu
t t
he
y 
[s
tu
de
nt
s]
 fo
rg
et
 it
 a
ga
in
, I
 
th
in
k.
 u
nl
es
s, 
yo
u 
kn
ow
, y
ou
 le
t t
he
m
 p
la
y 
w
ith
 it
 a
nd
 
le
t t
he
m
 c
re
at
e 
a 
sh
or
t s
to
ry
 w
ith
 th
os
e 
w
or
ds
, f
or
 
ex
am
pl
e.
 If
 th
ey
 re
al
ly
 h
av
e 
to
 a
pp
ly
 th
e 
w
or
ds
, t
ha
t 
is 
w
he
n 
it 
be
co
m
es
 u
se
fu
l, 
bu
t t
he
se
 co
lu
m
ns
 a
nd
 
sc
he
m
es
, n
ah
, t
he
y 
re
al
ly
 fo
rg
et
 it
 a
ga
in
’.
4.
2 
Fe
ed
ba
ck
Ty
pe
 o
f f
ee
db
ac
k 
(e
.g
. i
nd
iv
id
ua
l/g
ro
up
, 
pe
er
/t
ea
ch
er
) c
ho
se
n 
by
 th
e 
te
ac
he
r 
du
rin
g 
cl
as
sr
oo
m
 p
ra
ct
ic
e 
w
ith
 th
e 
ai
m
 o
f s
tim
ul
at
in
g 
st
ud
en
ts
’ 
th
in
ki
ng
 a
bo
ut
 la
ng
ua
ge
 a
nd
 th
ei
r 
ow
n 
la
ng
ua
ge
 le
ar
ni
ng
‘w
ith
 so
m
e 
as
sig
nm
en
ts
 I 
w
ill
 g
iv
e 
th
em
 [s
tu
de
nt
s]
 
fe
ed
ba
ck
 a
nd
 th
en
 I 
w
ill
 te
ll 
th
em
 “o
ka
y, 
yo
u 
ha
ve
 
re
ce
iv
ed
 fe
ed
ba
ck
 n
ow
, g
o 
th
ro
ug
h 
th
is 
fe
ed
ba
ck
 
an
d 
in
co
rp
or
at
e 
it 
in
 a
 n
ew
 v
er
sio
n,
 so
 th
at
 y
ou
 c
an
 
im
pr
ov
e 
yo
ur
 fi
na
le
 g
ra
de
”. T
hi
s w
ay
 th
ey
 a
re
 e
xt
ra
 
m
ot
iv
at
ed
 to
 lo
ok
 a
t t
he
 fe
ed
ba
ck
 a
nd
 re
al
ly
 d
o 
so
m
et
hi
ng
 w
ith
 it
 in
st
ea
d 
of
 ju
st
 re
ce
iv
in
g 
th
ei
r 
gr
ad
e 
an
d 
th
ro
w
 th
e 
fe
ed
ba
ck
 in
to
 th
e 
tr
as
h 
bi
n’.
4.
3 
as
se
ss
m
en
t
Ty
pe
s o
f a
ss
es
sm
en
t (
e.
g.
 fo
rm
at
iv
e/
su
m
m
at
iv
e,
 in
di
vi
du
al
/g
ro
up
/p
ee
r) 
de
sc
rib
ed
 b
y 
th
e 
te
ac
he
r r
el
ev
an
t t
o 
as
se
ss
in
g 
La
-re
la
te
d 
le
ar
ni
ng
 
ac
tiv
iti
es
, i
nc
lu
di
ng
 te
ac
he
r’s
 
op
in
io
n 
on
 th
e 
qu
al
ity
 a
nd
 
su
ita
bi
lit
y 
of
 ce
rt
ai
n 
ty
pe
s o
f 
as
se
ss
m
en
t
‘If
 y
ou
 d
o 
th
es
e 
ty
pe
 o
f [
La
] e
xe
rc
ise
s, 
th
en
 it
 is
 
ne
ce
ss
ar
y 
to
, t
he
 q
ue
st
io
n 
is 
ho
w
 d
o 
yo
u 
as
su
re
 th
e 
qu
al
ity
? n
ow
 y
ou
 c
an
 a
ss
ur
e 
qu
al
ity
 b
ec
au
se
 th
e 
st
an
da
rd
s f
or
 e
ve
ry
 e
xa
m
 a
re
 th
e 
sa
m
e 
an
d 
al
so
 
be
ca
us
e 
th
e 
fin
al
 e
xa
m
 is
 st
an
da
rd
ise
d 
an
d 
th
e 
sa
m
e 
fo
r e
ve
ry
on
e’.
M
ai
n 
ca
te
go
rie
s
ac
co
m
pa
ny
in
g 
su
bc
od
es
su
bc
od
e 
de
sc
rip
tio
n
ex
am
pl
e 
of
 in
te
rv
ie
w
 q
uo
te
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5.
 e
du
ca
tio
na
l c
on
te
xt
 
Te
ac
he
r’s
 b
el
ie
fs
 a
bo
ut
 in
flu
en
tia
l 
fa
ct
or
s a
t c
la
ss
ro
om
, t
ea
ch
er
, s
ch
oo
l 
le
ve
l
5.
1 
sc
ho
ol
 su
pp
or
t
sc
ho
ol
 su
pp
or
t (
e.
g.
 st
aff
, d
ep
ar
tm
en
t, 
pr
in
ci
pa
l) 
an
d 
ap
pr
ov
al
 e
xp
er
ie
nc
ed
 
by
 te
ac
he
rs
, i
nc
lu
di
ng
 p
ra
ct
ic
al
, 
fin
an
ci
al
, t
ec
hn
ic
al
 su
pp
or
t
‘Y
ea
h,
 th
e 
sc
ie
nc
e 
de
pa
rt
m
en
t i
n 
ou
r s
ch
oo
l h
as
 a
n 
ad
va
nt
ag
e 
ov
er
 th
e 
la
ng
ua
ge
 d
ep
ar
tm
en
t. 
Lo
ok
 a
t 
ou
r d
ic
tio
na
rie
s f
or
 e
xa
m
pl
e,
 th
at
 is
 ju
st
 sa
d.
 B
ut
 w
e 
ne
ed
 b
ud
ge
t a
nd
 w
e 
do
 n
ot
 h
av
e 
th
e 
m
on
ey
 to
 b
uy
 
ne
w
 o
ne
s, 
bu
t a
ny
w
ay
, y
ou
 k
no
w
, e
ve
nt
ua
lly
 w
e 
w
ill
 
ge
t t
he
re
’.
5.
2 
Ti
m
e
Th
e 
in
flu
en
ce
 o
f t
im
e 
on
 (t
he
 q
ua
lit
y 
of
) t
ea
ch
in
g 
pr
ac
tic
es
 a
s 
ex
pe
rie
nc
ed
 b
y 
te
ac
he
rs
, i
nc
lu
di
ng
 
cl
as
se
s p
er
 w
ee
k,
 ti
m
e 
pe
r c
la
ss
, 
cl
as
s p
re
pa
ra
tio
n 
tim
e
‘I 
do
 n
ot
 h
av
e 
th
e 
tim
e 
to
 d
o 
th
at
, t
he
 n
um
be
r o
f h
ou
rs
 is
 
ju
st
 n
ot
 e
no
ug
h.
 I 
on
ly
 h
av
e 
tw
o 
ho
ur
s a
 w
ee
k 
fo
r t
he
 
se
ni
or
 y
ea
rs
 a
nd
 in
 th
os
e 
tw
o 
ho
ur
s I
 h
av
e 
to
 w
or
k 
on
 
th
e 
ex
am
 p
ro
gr
am
m
e,
 so
 p
ra
ct
ic
e 
lis
te
ni
ng
, s
pe
ak
in
g,
 
w
rit
in
g 
sk
ill
s. 
an
d 
pr
ac
tic
e 
th
e 
fin
al
 e
xa
m
, o
f c
ou
rs
e’.
5.
3 
Te
ac
he
r c
ol
la
bo
ra
tio
n
Te
ac
he
r’s
 b
el
ie
fs
 a
bo
ut
 co
lla
bo
ra
tio
n 
w
ith
 o
th
er
 (f
or
ei
gn
) l
an
gu
ag
e 
te
ac
he
rs
, w
ith
in
 o
r o
ut
sid
e 
hi
s o
r h
er
 
ow
n 
sc
ho
ol
, i
nc
lu
di
ng
 co
lla
bo
ra
tio
n 
an
d 
al
ig
nm
en
t t
ha
t c
ou
ld
 e
xp
os
e,
 to
 
st
ud
en
ts
, t
he
 li
nk
 (e
.g
. s
im
ila
rit
ie
s 
an
d 
di
ffe
re
nc
es
) b
et
w
ee
n 
th
e 
la
ng
ua
ge
 su
bj
ec
ts
 a
nd
 su
pp
or
t 
st
ud
en
ts
’ la
ng
ua
ge
 le
ar
ni
ng
 p
ro
ce
ss
‘I 
w
or
k 
a 
lo
t t
og
et
he
r w
ith
 o
th
er
 la
ng
ua
ge
s, 
no
t 
ne
ce
ss
ar
ily
 in
 te
rm
s o
f s
ub
je
ct
 m
at
te
r c
on
te
nt
, b
ut
 
w
e 
do
 e
xc
ha
ng
e 
id
ea
s. 
w
rit
in
g 
an
 a
pp
lic
at
io
n 
le
tt
er
 is
 
th
e 
sa
m
e 
in
 li
ke
 g
er
m
an
, s
o 
w
e 
us
e 
th
e 
sa
m
e 
fo
rm
at
s’.
